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In Fostilla no. E*j, 1952, pp. 1-48 ct scq., 1952, 1954, I 
jmblished a faii'lv extensive review of this lar^e and sj)]*awl- 
ing siil)fan]ily of the Old World Museicapidae. More recently I 
have been gathering data on this assemblage for Peters’ Check- 
list, and so it a})j)ears woidliwhile to list here a few of the 
changes and revisions which have been made subsecpient to my 
earlier publication. 

CTrtain large general woi’ks have been of the gi-eatest use 
such as Cha])in's (1958) section on tln’ushes in his monogra])h 
on bii’ds of the Congo, Vaurie’s (1959) monogra])h on Palearc- 
tic bii’ds and Mackworth-Praed and Grant's (1955) volumes 
on birds of eastern Africa. In addition slnirter pa}iers have been 
of value such as that of ’White (1901) on African thrush 
genera. I have been very grateful for comments and help re- 
ceived from Messrs. Cdancey, Deignan, Dilger, C'harles Hart- 
shorne, Ivanov, Johansen, Mines. B. P. Hall and E. Koslova, 
Messrs. Ijees-Smith, Meinertzhagen, Terence Oatley, George 
Watson, White, and AVinterbottom. 

After correspondence and discussion vuth these various 
authors, as well as with the editors of the Check-list, ^Messrs. 
Greenway, Mayr, and Paynter, it a])j)eared wise to retain tlie 
Prunellidae as a monotypic family close to the thrushes. I 
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believe my ])reliminary revisicuial work of 11)52 has served a 
good purpose, liowever, in raising eomments and criticism. 
Without such ])reliminary woi*k and the subsequent eddies and 
fluctuations of opinion aroused, little long-range I’evisional 
work would be ])ossible. 

Er/jfJiropugia, Ccrcotnchan, and Pinarornis. 

Following the suggestion of White (1961), I have grouped 
Ccrcotrichas and Piiiaroruis next to Knjthropijgia. I do not 
agree to merging Ccrcotrichas with Ertfthroppgia . This is a 
rather distinct s{)ecies and such field woi'kers as Meinertzhageji 
(1954) would keej) them decidedly separate. 

PogonovichUt and EnthaniH. 

Moreau's interesting paper (1951) offers evidence that 
Pogonoclchla Avith two included species has characters which set 
it sufficiently ajiart to be kej)t as a se])arate genus. Little 
published work has convinced me that the genus Eritliacus can- 
not be ke})t as an expanded genus. Ja])anese workers, among 
them Moi'ioka (in litt.), point out the close resemblance of the 
Jaj)anese robin, akahigr to the Fmroj^ean nihecnla, conti-a laick 
(1954). More recently Hall (1961) has suggested adding the 
species gahela, described from Angola in 195T, to the genus 
Erithacus. 

Cossjjpha and Xctiocopsjjchiiii. 

Tlie reasons advanced by White (1961) for transferring 
Xtiiocopsgchns to Cossjjp]}a seem ])rovocative, and I ac- 
cordingly have followed this suggestion, having already in- 
cluded DcsHononiis {BcHsouoniis auct.) earlier. 

Pscudocosstf ph }fs. 

r have removed the sj)ecies sharpei and imcnna fi’om 
Cossjiplui and placed them in PsanlocosHg pints following Good- 
win (1956) whose suggestions and evidence I have found most 
helpful. 
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I{hif(icorm.s and Chaimarronus. 

I also folloAv Goodwin (1957) in keeping' Hhtjaroniis a 
sejiarate g'enus for tlie small ti'opical redstartN witli such dls- 
tinetive altcriiate ])Iiiina”’es, and ])lacin^ Chahfiarrontis dose 
to Moiiticola following Oeininthc. 



Grand aid and Si alia. 

It is not obvious to anyone a])})arently where GvandaUi 
should be li>ted. I leave it near Sialia for lack of a better linear 
arraiiirement sUiTii'estiom not out of any conviction on the l)asi^ 
of anatomy or phenotypic characters. 



Phaeoniis. 

From per.sonal observation in the field and listening to 
songs I Iiave decided that inv earlier feeling that Phacornis 
was close to M ijadcsi cs following Stejneger (18S7) was wi’ong. 
Phacornis has two s])ecies on Kauai Island which overlap ec(do- 
gicallv. The larger, a subspecies of ob.scarns, has a broad bill 
which reseinl)les a solitaire. I believe it is a secondary ada})ta- 
tion to coexistence in an ovei-lapping niche, the separate first 
invader being small and ])ossessing a much smaller bill. In 
j)owerful song and a|)])arently in habits these birds seem tar 
closer to Caiharus especially the central American nightingale- 
thrush grou}). 



Sii::orhiua . 

Stizorhina may well prove to be a flycatcher. rn})ublished 
work in tins laboratory (Ames ms.) shows un-turdine-like indi- 
cations in tlie syrinx of S. fraseri although the evidence is by no 
means compelling, as Mijadesf rs also has a very similar syrinx. 



}[ ijnuccocichla, PcnthoJaca and Tha mnolaca . 

I follow White (19(il) in combining PcnthoJaca with 
M yrmecocichla, although I kee)> I'hamnoJaea distinct, both on 
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account of slight plinuage differences as well as partially of 
habits, as Cave and Macdonald (1955) emphasize for T. coro- 
naia. I have moved the Buff-streaked Cliat, hifasciata. to 
Octianthe on furthei’ examination, convinced that in plumage 
and behavior it fits better with the whcatears. 



Cathanis and PlatijcirJila. 

A few s]>ecies changes have been made in the arrangement 
of Cathanis on the advice of various tro})ical Americaui s])ecial- 
ists such as Messrs. Blake, Bavnter, Skutch, and Wetmore. I 
have ])laced Plat yclchla as a separate genus on the advice of 
several autliors including ^Messrs. Bond and l’hel])s (pei'sonal 
communication) . 



Ta rdus. 

For advice on the large genus Tardus I have been much 
indebted to Dr. Cha]nn and Mi*s. Hall on African species and 
s|)ecimens in the IButish Museum. This huge genus witli more 
than sixty-five species is a difficult one to ari*ange and I have 
felt constrained to list the s])ecies regionally beginning with 
Africa and ending with the Xew ^Vorld. I have valued Dr. 
Wetmore's comments on ignohUis and pJchcjus which I have 
separated as two species. I have also moved su'alesi near to our 
North American I’obin, feeling that this s])ecies is inei’ely a 
relict rol)in. 

Several })roblematical genera have lieen remo\ed from the 
arrangements of thrushes of earlier authors just as othei’s 
have l)een added to it. Some of tliese former are Turmigrcu the 
Xew Zealand ‘‘thrush,” obviously not a thiaish at all,ra/c Oliver 
(19o5), who places the genus in a se]jarate family based on the 
presence of mouth bristles, union of maxillo-])alatines, long 
first ])rimary and lack of spotted young. Xa mihoruis (or 
Bradornis) tlie south West African flycatcher, Achac- 

topsy another South West African genus, inadvertently as 
signed to the thi'ushes by the South African Ornitliological 
Society List Committee (1958), and "'Ccrcomchd' hurtji which 
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nmv or may Jiot be a Parhoi/ui, but cei'taiuly witli its wing 
structure appears to be a warbler i*atber than a chat, are all 
problematical s])ecies which I would include in the Musci- 
capinae, Timaliinae and Sylviinae res])ectively. 
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